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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 
29, 2007 has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-10, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, and withdrawn claim 27 are objected to 
because of the following informalities: 

In claim 1, line 1, the status identifier is accurate and should read -(Currently 
Amended)-- or the like; in line 1 , "of is not sufficiently clear as to what is being set forth, 
particularly based on the language in the body of the claim, and also a word (e.g., a) 
appears to be missing before "saw", and it seems that "of should be changed to 
-for a- or the like; in line 5, the recitation "wherein" is awkward and it seems that it 
should be deleted. 

Claim 7 depends from canceled claim 4 which is improper and it seems that "4" 
should read -1- and this claim has been treated as such. 
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In claim 1 5, line 1 , in line 1 , "of is not sufficiently clear as to what is being set 
forth, particularly based on the language in the body of the claim, and also a word (e.g., 
a) appears to be missing before "saw", and it seems that "of should be changed to 
-for a- or the like. 

In claim 1 6, line 1 , in line 1 , "of is not sufficiently clear as to what is being set 
forth, particularly based on the language in the body of the claim, and also a word (e.g., 
a) appears to be missing before "saw", and it seems that "of should be changed to 
-for a- or the like. 

In claim 18, line 1, in line 1, "of is not sufficiently clear as to what is being set 
forth, particularly based on the language in the body of the claim, and also a word (e.g., 
a) appears to be missing before "saw", and it seems that "of should be changed to 
-for a- or the like. 

In claim 19, line 1, in line 1, "of is not sufficiently clear as to what is being set 
forth, particularly based on the language in the body of the claim, and also a word (e.g., 
a) appears to be missing before "saw", and it seems that "of should be changed to 
-for a- or the like. 

In claim 27, line 1, the status identifier is accurate and should read 
-(Withdrawn)- or the like 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112, 2 nd paragraph 

3. Claims 14, 19, 20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 14, line 2, the recitation "a saw comprising" is vague and indefinite as to 
what is being set forth including how it can simultaneously comprise all of the recited 
saws, and it seems that -one of- should be inserted after "comprising" or the like. 

In claim 16, lines 4-5, the recitation "said taper having a close tolerance 
comprising no more than 0.5 degrees" is vague and indefinite as to what is being set 
forth, particularly as to what the tolerance is being related (e.g., as compared with 
claim 1 wherein the tolerance is related to the mating surface). 

. In claim 18, lines 5-6, the recitation "said taper having a close tolerance 
comprising no more than 0.5 degrees" is vague and indefinite as to what is being set 
forth, particularly as to what the tolerance is being related (e.g., as compared with 
claim 1 wherein the tolerance is related to the mating surface). 

In claim 19, line 10, the recitation "said cutting member surface" lacks positive 
antecedent basis, and it is suggested in line 6 to insert -a surface having- after 
"including" or the like. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Rejections Over Wright: 

5. Claims 1-3, 6-10, 12, 15, 16, 18-20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over one of Wright, pn 4,744,278 in view of Funakubo, pn 
3,800,633. 

Wright discloses a link of a saw chain with almost every structural limitation of the 
claimed invention including: 

a base member (e.g., 52) adapted to be pivotally connected to other links of the 

» 

saw chain, said base member comprising a seat surface having a first taper (e.g., the 
upper surface of 65 as viewed in Fig 7); and 

a cutting member (e.g., 54) that comprises a cutting edge and releasably 
engages said base member, said cutting member including a surface having a second 
taper, wherein said first taper and said second taper extend at an angle ranging from 
about 0.5 to about 45 degrees relative to a direction of chain travel at a close tolerance 
effective to cause self-locking engagement of said first taper of said seat surface and 
said second taper of said cutting member surface; 

[claim 2] wherein said close tolerance is characterized by variation in said angle 
being not more than about 10 degrees (as best understood); 

[claim 3] wherein said close tolerance is characterized by variation in said angle 
being not more than 0.5 degrees (as best understood); 
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[claim 12] wherein at least one of said cutting member and said base member 
comprises a water-resistant material applied by a process selected from the group 
consisting of steam treatment, resin infiltration, copper infiltration and loctite infiltration 
(e.g., the base material in Wright is disclosed as "investment case of hard, high strength 
steel" which is a water-resistant material, and because the product is disclosed, the 
process by which the product is made is not critical); 

[claim 20] wherein said close tolerance comprises no more than 0.5 degrees (as 
best understood). 

Wright lacks the specific material designations for each of the base member and 
the cutter member, as follows: 

[claim 1] the link of a saw chain wherein said surface has the second taper 
constructed from sintered and compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 6] wherein said base member comprises sintered and compacted particles 
of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 7] wherein said abrasion resistant material comprises at least one of metal 
and ceramic; 

[claim 8] wherein said abrasion resistant material comprises a carbide containing 
compound; 

[claim 9] wherein said carbide containing compound comprises a compound 
selected from the group consisting of tungsten carbide, silicon carbide, tantalum carbide 
and aluminum carbide; 

[claim 10] herein said abrasion resistant material comprises a tool steel alloy; 
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[claim 15] wherein said cutting member consists essentially of sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 16] wherein said cutting member consists essentially of sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 18] wherein said base member consists essentially of sintered and s 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 19] said cutting member comprises sintered and compacted particles of 
abrasion resistant material. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that the use of such material on cutting teeth 
is old and well known in the art. For example, Funakubo discloses one example of a 
disclosure that discusses many of the claimed materials (e.g., see col. 1 , the paragraph 
beginning at line 6) including the materials set forth in the subject claims, and teaches 
that these materials have been used for their known benefits including improved 
durability and strength characteristics. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to use the subject materials to make the cutters of Wright 
for the well known benefits including those described above. 

Regarding claims 23 and 24, both claims are clearly met by Wright in that: 

said first taper and said second taper extend upwardly or downwardly from a 
location near said cutting edge in a direction opposite to said direction of chain travel; 
and said angle is about 10 degrees or less. 
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Rejections Over Raetz: 

6. Claims 1-3, 6-9, 13-16, 18-20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over one of Raetz, pn 3,547,167 in view of Funakubo, pn 3,800,633. 

Raetz discloses a link of a saw chain with almost every structural limitation of the 
claimed invention including: 

a base member (e.g., 6, 7) adapted to be pivotally connected to other links of the 
saw chain, said base member comprising a seat surface (e.g., 7 including surfaces 18, 
19; see also col. 3, lines 36-37) having a first taper; and 

a cutting member (e.g., 9) that comprises a cutting edge and releasably engages 
said base member, said cutting member including a surface having a second taper, 
wherein said first taper and said second taper extend at an angle ranging from about 
0.5 degrees to about 45 degrees relative to a direction of chain travel at a close 
tolerance effective to cause self-locking engagement of said first taper of said seat 
surface and said second taper of said cutting member surface; 

[claim 2] wherein said close tolerance is characterized by variation in said angle 
being not more than about 10 degrees (as best understood); 

[claim 3] wherein said close tolerance is characterized by variation in said angle 
being not more than 0.5 degrees (as best understood); 

[claim 20] wherein said close tolerance comprises no more than 0.5 degrees (as 
best understood). 

Regarding claim 13, Raetz discloses every structural limitation of the claimed 
invention including: 
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a saw chain comprising a plurality of the quick change cutting links of claim 1 ; 

[claim 14] wherein said saw chain is adapted for use on a saw comprising a 
chain saw, a timber harvester, a buck saw and a saw for cutting wood pallets. 

Raetz lacks the specific material designations for each of the base member and 
the cutter member, as follows: 

[claim 1] the link of a saw chain wherein said surface has the second taper 
constructed from sintered and compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 5] wherein said base member comprises stamped metal. 

[claim 6] wherein said base member comprises sintered and compacted particles 
of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 7] wherein said abrasion resistant material comprises at least one of metal 
and ceramic; 

[claim 8] wherein said abrasion resistant material comprises a carbide containing 
compound; 

[claim 9] wherein said carbide containing compound comprises a compound 
selected from the group consisting of tungsten carbide, silicon carbide, tantalum carbide 
and aluminum carbide; 

[claim 10] herein said abrasion resistant material comprises a tool steel alloy; 

[claim 15] wherein said cutting member consists essentially of sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 16] wherein said cutting member consists essentially of sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 
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[claim 18] wherein said base member consists essentially of sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material; 

[claim 19] said cutting member comprises sintered and compacted particles of 
abrasion resistant material. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that the use of such material on cutting teeth 
is old and well known in the art. For example, Funakubo discloses one example of a 
disclosure that discusses many of the claimed materials (e.g., see col. 1 , the paragraph 
beginning at line 6) including the materials set forth in the subject claims, and teaches 
that these materials have been used for their known benefits including improved 
durability and strength characteristics. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to use the subject materials to make the cutters of Wright 
or Raetz for the well known benefits including those described above. 

Further, regarding claims 23 and 24, both claims are clearly met and explicitly 
disclosed by Raetz in that: 

said first taper and said second taper extend upwardly or downwardly from a 
location near said cutting edge in a direction opposite to said direction of chain travel; 
and said angle is about 10 degrees or less. 

Further Rejections Over Wright or Raetz: 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Wright, pn 4,744,278 in view of Funakubo, pn 3,800,633 or the 
combination of Raetz, pn 3,547,167 in view of Funakubo, pn 3,800,633 as applied to 
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claim 1 above, and further in view of any one of Ackley, pn 2,725,083 or Abbott, pn 
2,873,775 or Oehrli, pn 3,144,059 or Ehlen, pn 3,308,859 or Carlton, pn 4,901 ,613. 
Each combination lacks: 

[claim 5] wherein said base member comprises stamped metal. 

However, the Examiner maintains the taking of Official notice that such materials 
are old and well known in the art and provide various well known benefits including 
superior strength and durability. Ackley (col. 2, lines 51-53), Abbott (col. 2, lines 9-11), 
Oehrli (col. 8, lines 43-44), Ehlen (col. 2, lines 41-43) and Carlton (col. 3, lines 60-61) 
each disclose examples of links having components made from stamped metal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the 
subject materials to make the cutters of Wright or Raetz for the well known benefits 
including those described above. 

It is noted that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement of 
the previous office action has been taken to be admitted prior art because applicant 
either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse 
was inadequate. See MPEP § 2144.03. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Wright, pn 4,744,278 in view of Funakubo, pn 3,800,633 or the 
combination of Raetz, pn 3,547,167 in view of Funakubo, pn 3,800,633 as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of any one of Dawson, pn 3,023,490 or Gaddis et al., 
pn 4,750,396. 

Each combination lacks: 
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[claim 10] wherein said abrasion resistant material comprises a tool steel alloy. 

However, the Examiner maintains the taking of Official notice that such materials 
are old and well known in the art and provide various well known benefits including 
superior strength and durability. Dawson (e.g., see the claims, particularly claims 4 and 
21 ) and Gaddis (see the abstract) each disclose examples of cutting members 
comprising tool alloy steel. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to use the subject materials to make the cutters of Wright or 
Raetz for the well known benefits including those described above. 

It is noted that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement of 
the previous office action has been taken to be admitted prior art because applicant 
either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse 
was inadequate. See MPEP § 2144.03. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed January 29, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In the paragraph bridging pages 8 and 9 of the subject amendment, applicant 
argues that: 

"Funakubo, it does not teach the claim element either, nor does is suggest or 
motivate one of ordinary skill in the art to make the surface which mates with the 
base member from sintered and compacted particles of abrasion resistant 
material. At best, Funakubo only suggests or motivates the person of ordinary 
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skill in the art to modify the teachings of Wright and Raetz to use such materials 
as the cutting tip of the cutting element of both Wright and Raetz. Funakubo 
provides no motivation for using such materials as an internal mating surface." 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's analysis. There is no 
requirement in the claims that only the mating surface is made from sintered and 
compacted particles of abrasion resistant material. Rather, the claim requires only that 
the claimed material to be present at least in or at the recited location. Funakubo 
teaches making the entire unitary cutter or cutting tip from the recited material. This 
would teach one having ordinary skill in the art to make the entire unitary cutter of 
Wright (e.g., 54, 66) and Raetz (e.g., 9) from the recited materials. Therefore, the 
Examiner respectfully submits that the prior art teaches and/or fairly suggests the 
claimed invention. 

Regarding applicant's arguments in the last three paragraphs on page 10 of the 
amendment, the Examiner respectfully submits that this showing is not prima facie 
persuasive for at least three reasons. First, there is no indication as to what are the 
standards of the challenge. Second, there is no indication as to what prior art the 
present invention was compared (e.g., it is not clear as to what prior art was available 
for such a comparison). Third, there is no indication as to how the rules of the contest 
relate/compare to the U. S. laws to determine patentability. 
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1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clark F. Dexter whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
4505. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays and 
Fridays. 

* 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer D. Ashley can be reached on (571 )272-4502. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-^00. 



Clark F. Dexter 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3724 


cfd 

April 16, 2007 


